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Customs Decision 
(C.D). 4819) 


Pier I Imports, Inc., PLAINTIFF, v. UNITED STATES, DEFENDANT 
Fish netting—Fishnets—Lace or net articles of cotton 


Imported merchandise which at the most is purchased, sold and 
advertised as “fishnet’’ or “‘fish netting”’, is similar in its construction 
to “fishing net’’, but is probably not sufficiently durable for use in 
catching fish. 

Hep, not properly classifiable as fish netting and fishing nets 
under TSUS item 355.35 as claimed by plaintiff, but was properly 
classified by Customs as lace or net articles under TSUS item 386.04. 


TariFF TERMS—CoMMON AND COMMERCIAL MEETING 
Tariff terms are ordinarily written in the common meaning of the 
1 
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terms and no different commercial designation having been suggested 
or shown, the common meaning is presumed to be the same and 
controlling. E. Dillingham. Inc. v. United States, 30 Cust. Ct. 187, 
C.D. 1518 (1953), af’d, 41 CCPA 221, C.A.D. 555 (1954); Swan v. 
Arthur, 103 U.S. 597 (1881) and Trans-Atlantic Company v. United 
States, 60 CCPA 100, C.A.D. 1088, 421 F. 2d 1397 (1973). 


Court No. 75-1-00100 
[Judgment for defendant.] 
(Decided August 24, 1979) 


Glad, Tuttle & White (T. Randolph Ferguson at the trial and on the brief) for 
the plaintiff. 


Alice Daniel, Acting Assistant Attorney General; Joseph I. Liebman, Attorney 
in Charge, Field Office for Customs Litigation (Robert H. White at the trial and on 
the brief), for the defendant. 


Lanopis, Judge: This classification case involves seven importations 
from Japan, invoiced as ‘‘cotton fishing net,’’ which entered the port 
of Los Angeles during the period May 1973 through May 1974. 
The merchandise was classified under TSUS item 386.04, as modified 
by T.D. 68-9, as “Articles not specially provided for, of textile 
materials: Lace or net articles, whether or not ornamented, * * * of 
cotton”. Plaintiff claims the merchandise should properly be classified 
under TSUS item 355.35, as modified by T.D. 68-9, as cotton fish 
netting. The full item numbers are set out below.* 


* Classified under: 


SCHEDULE 3.—TEXTILE FIBERS AND TEXTILE PRODUCTS 
Part 7.—Miscellaneous Textile Products; Rags and Scrap Cordage 
* . * * * s 
Subpart B.—Textile Articles Not Specially Provided For 
Subpart B headnote: 


1. This subpart covers articles, of textile materials, not covered elsewhere in 
the tariff schedules. 


Articles not specially provided for, of textile materials: 
Lace or pe articles, whether or not ornamented, and other articles orna- 
mented: 
368.04 Of cotton 40% ad val. 
Claimed under: 


SCHEDULE 3.—TEXTILE FIBERS AND TEXTILE PRODUCTS 
Part 4.—Fabrics of Special Construction or For Special Purposes; Articles of 
Wadding or Felt; Fish Nets; Machine Clothing 
* * * * * s s 
Subpart C.—Wadding, Felts, and Articles Thereof; Fish Netting and Nets; 
Artists’ Canvas; Coated or Filled Fabrics; Hose; Machine Cloth- 
ing; Other Special Fabrics 
Subpart C headnotes: 
1. The provisions of this subpart do not cover— 
co *- * ” . a s 
(iv) fish landing nets (see part 5B of schedule 7); 
o a * * os . o 
(vii) other articles specially provided for in schedule 7 or elsewhere. 
* * * * * « 


Fish netting and fish nets (including sections thereof), of textile materials: 
355.35 Of cotton 


* 


17.5% ad val: 


The nub of the case is whether plaintiff has made a showing that 
the imported merchandise is “fish netting” within the meaning of the 
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tariff schedules. It is the determination of the court that the plaintiff 
shall not prevail and that the classification by Customs is sustained. 

In order to ascertain the common meaning of “fishnets,” reference is 
made to Webster's Third New International Dictionary of the English 
Language, Unabridged (1966), which defines “fishnets” as, viz, ‘net- 
ting fitted with floats and weights or with a supporting frame often 
oval for catching fish.” No different commercial designation has been 
suggested or shown and the common meaning is therefore presumed to 
be the same and controlling. #. Dillingham, Ine. v. United States, 30 
Cust. Ct. 187, C.D. 1518 (1953), aff'd, 41 CCPA 221, C.A.D. 555 
(1954); Swan v. Arthur, 103 U.S. 597 (1881) and Trans-Atlantic 
Company v. United States, 60 CCPA 100, C.A.D. 1088, 471 F. 2d 1397 
(1973). 

Plaintiff has cited and quoted from a number of textile and fabric 
dictionaries and authorities some of which describe “fishnet” as a 
material resembling “‘fishing nets.”’ 

It is obvious there is a difference between the common meaning 
evidenced by Webster’s Dictionary and the various textile and fabric 
dictionaries cited by plaintiff. Plaintiff has not shown how widespread 
(in how many States) a different commercial designation is existent if 
that is plaintiff’s contention. John A. Steer Company v. United States; 
41 Cust. Ct. 156, C.D. 2034 (1958). The burden of proof of commercial 
designation, if different from the common meaning, must be shown by 
plaintiff, which has not been done. Winsor & Newton, Inc. v. United 
States, 6 Cust. Ct. 82, C.D. 432 (1941); Border Brokerage Co. et al. v. 
United States, 39 Cust. Ct. 179, C.D. 1923 (1957). 

The record shows plaintiff produced four witnesses and defendant 
two witnesses. 

As stated by plaintiff’s witness Paul Fix, the imported merchandise 
is referred to as a ‘‘decorative fish net.” He testified: 


* * *T refer to it to the customer as decorative fish net. They 
ask for fish netting or decorative fish netting, or whatever. And 
they will ask for something to put on their wall or ceiling, or have 
a bare space to fill up. I will show them how to fill it up. And we 
have the shells right there with it, and everything. So, we have a 
whole seashell section along with the netting. It’s displayed with 
seashells. [R. 21.] 


As to how the merchandise is sold, said witness, Mr. Fix responded: 


* * * We basically merchandise this on a just regular 4 x 8 
fixture, and we merchandise it with a display on each end and; 
you know, a few starfish or shells or whatever displayed with it. 
And if a customer specifically asks for the use of it or whatnot, 
I will give them as much as I know how to use it. I have even 
used it in my own home. [R. 20.] 


In response to the question: “Do you sell fish net or fish netting in 
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your st»res which to your knowledge is intended to be used in catching 
fish?’ Mr. Fix responded: 


There has never been a customer that’s come in to say “I want 
some fish netting to catch fish.” * * * [R. 26.] 


Later, he added: 


It’s my testimony that the majority of the people who come in 
and the majority of its uses are for decorative purposes on walls, 
ceiling, and wherever, and that as far as catching fish, no, not in 
my experience. [R. 30.] 


Two of plaintiff’s witnesses, Dr. Kaiser, an assistant professor at 
California State University, and Dr. Lare, a professor of home eco- 
nomics at California State University, testified respectively that the 
imported merchandise was fish netting and fish net. 

Throughtout the trial, this fact stood out: The merchandise is not 
used for fishing. One of defendant’s witnesses, Mr. Borti Petrich, a 
self-employed net maker, testified : 

The strength of the material, it’s just not heavy enough. For 
example, the size of the fish that you would catch in a mesh that 
big would be quite strong, and this is not capable of holding a 
fish that big for any length of time. [R. 83.] 
There are other reasons the merchandise is not used for catching fish, 
(R. 86-88.) 

In plaintiff’s brief it is stated the testimony establishes that the 
subject merchandise (1) is purchased, sold, and advertised as ‘‘fishnet”’ 
or “fish netting,’ (2) is similar in its construction to “fishing net,’ 
but (3) is probably not sufficiently durable for use in catching fish. 

It is of course unquestioned that the legislative history of a tariff 
provision is a basic consideration in the determination of the intent of 
Congress as to the scope of the tariff terms. 

Defendant has cited and quoted from previous acts of Congress, to 
wit: Tariff Acts of 1894, 1897, 1909, 1913, 1922, 1930 and the Tariff 
Classification Act of 1962 as demonstrating a congressional mandate 
that only commercial fishing nets and fish netting were encompassed 
in the TSUS provisions, items 355.35 through 355.45. Plaintiff has not 
refuted this contention of defendant. 

The cases of W. A. Augur, Inc. v. United States, 7 Cust. Ct. 198, 
C.D. 567 (1941) and Florida Fishermens Supply Co. v. United States, 
23 Cust. Ct. 204, Abs. 53713 (1949) are also interesting in interpreting 
the earlier statutes. 

It is also well settled that the Summaries of Trade and Tariff In- 
formation are helpful in discerning the scope of TSUS item numbers. 
The Englishtown Corporation v. United States, 64 CCPA 84, C.A.D. 
1187, 553 F. 2d 1258 (1977); American Bristle & Hair Drawing Co. et 
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al. v. United States, 59 CCPA 104, C.A.D. 1048, 458 F. 2d 524 (1972); 
J. E. Bernard Co. v. United States, 81 Cust. Ct. 60, C.D. 4766 (1978). 

With respect to item numbers 355.35 to 355.45, the Summary of 
Trade and Tariff Information (1969) states: 

Imports of fish netting and fishing nets, once very substantial, 
now have a smaller percentage of the market than formerly. The 
change in the share supplied by imports has accompanied a 
change in fishing methods and a shift from nets of vegetable 
fiber to nets of manmade fiber. [Schedule 3, vol. 4, p. 15.] 

This statement implies that fish netting and fishing nets are both used 
for fishing. 

The record in this case clearly establishes that the imported mer- 
chandise is merely decorative display netting which is not suitable 
for commercial fishing. 

Based upon the statutory presumption of correctness (28 U.S.C. 
2635) cited by defendant, it is obvious that plaintiff has failed to 
establish a prima facie case. United States v. New York Merchan- 
dise Co., Inc., 58 CCPA 53, C.A.D. 1004, 435 F. 2d 1315 (1970). 

The plaintiff’s action is dismissed. 





OSN [BIN}[N0JIFS OJ 6161 
8IGQVIINs s10J0V1} JO sIBq Aqnp Jo 001,7 %e'so ‘eg isnsny 
sojosuy SOT $108} JO JUGUIO}V}s Pools y 08'269 W10}] $8°Z69 W0}] $10Z0-8-GL | “dog uvo}oury TuSqreyy "£°O ‘OU OST/6La 


e}ey pus ‘ON e183] Pus ‘ON 
FSIGNVHOUAN W9}J 10 “Iv UlO}] 10 “IVT NOISIOGG 


GANV AULNA SISVa ATALILNIVTd 10 ALVA UataWwan 
JO LUOd y apdnar NOISIOda 
a Ta aassassv 


‘suojsng fo sauorissvunuog 
‘NESVHO “i LUALO Wy 
"syORT JURIIOTUTI SUIOvIY PUB SosBd 
BUI}VIOT ATISVO UI STVIONJO SUIOJSND 0} GOUYSISSB JO oq [JIM UOATS MloOY ArvUIUINs oY} ‘[[NJ ur yuTId 07 4so10} UI [BIOTIES 
VUSTOANS JO JOU 1B SUOISIOOp 944 ysnoyy[y *pot.teoU0o0 Soyo PUB SULOJSND VY} JO SLlooyFO Jo gouspins pus WOTYBULLO FUT 
oY} Ioy poystiqnd ov FIO X MON 7B JANOD SUIOZSND $9}BIG POPUL OY} JO SUOISIOOP Jo SJOBIYSqB SUTMOT[OJ OTT, 


“6L6I ‘Le wsnbny ‘xunSvaay, GHL dO INANLAVdE 
SUOUSTIAC] 180404 Pas dVMSQpy 
SIID AIS qV 
yNOD susoIsNn7) 


$o1¥1g pou 2Y2 JO suoTsI9aq 


m 
a 
3 
= 
mM 
b 
o 








PLO’ “901 
quoudimbe ‘sol oF JUBNS 
GPYoA-TOJOUL —- [VUSAO -and Aynp 
pus seprIwe uBIpeuBD (WUOTHIpp® %OI 
fesoy jo sodA} snopes, OO'SFG Ute} Auvdulog We1eu 6L61 
(q10139q) (Z69F "C'O) “S'0 “A ‘1B Ayup Jo ov1y %g -Aq 2/q/p “ouy mweo0eg ‘ez isnény 
uoInyT 310g | jo “our ‘Og = IeD ‘A UYOL 99'SLL ULI] CYSLL WO] ShIZO-OT-@ | “oul ‘uog a IBD “A Uyor a ALG 


g 
a 
3 
a 
MR 
= 
o 


GLET 
SOWBY “AL (82h “"O) “s"a Ye l ‘eg isnsny 
nmypouoy | °A ‘OUy souOIpOTy Td V OS PEL UloT] : O0Z#00-E-8Z “OUL SoTUOT}OI] AV "fC ‘Zyoleyy 


79- 


(S8Ib “a'O) 
‘SO ‘A ‘our ‘SIeMOL 
WDyNIy uBooury 4SJITy 
(6228 
‘d’'O) ‘SA ‘A ‘18 40 UOT? 
-B10d10g Surpery, prounz | %ot 10 %ett me 
0 RANE PHY | GAY. °'0) 80. «A ‘Eel '%Lt | Pape ‘eq snsny 


299-74 


U0WSOE | “TB JO UOTWBAOUIOD ooqUAY OO FLL WOT] OZ'SFL WHT | LEIZO-VI-ZL | UoOYwsodIOD Ro} Quy “ff WOSTRM IST/6Ld 











syynjisoAp poeyiod 
“ut no oqeded son 
“ip SUIOJSNA JOY MOT[S 
04 ‘1e0TJO surojsnd Aq 
poydde 10308; J0y}0 
yous 10 opt Aq pepta 
“Ip ‘quomoesrerdde jo 
OUT} 78 IOOWO Suro} 
“snd Aq poeulaiejep 
syunome ut AJOATIOp 
jo oovid 0} JuUSUTdIYs 
jo oovid wo oouBins 
-U] pus UOT}BJ0dsuBI} 
jO $s}sod sso] ‘pury 
1O SSBID OUI¥S JO SyNys 
-oAp JO SOTBs UO *g*Q UT 
epeur Ajrensn sesued 
-x9 [eloues pus yyoid 
Sutyueseido1 Iz 
SSO] ‘quouresiwidde 
JO OUIT} 7B ODIO STO} 
symsoAp (SII “a’v'O) “snd Aq pouTmioejep 6L6T 
plouezusg | ‘78 30 UOTJVIOdA0,+ [Bot SB yunodsIp yseo YT 010 Auedwog vfq ‘ez sn3ny 
YIOX MON | -UleyD ASH “A ‘g'p | sset ‘sedfId SuUTTIOS *g*Q ONIBA S97B1g PeTUy ‘eTee/L94 pus [BdIWMIEYD BqID *¢ ‘W0S}e TLT/6241 





g 
mr 
5 
& 
mM 
D 
5 





ASTANVHOU AW NOISIOda 
CNV AULNGA SISVa GHONIVA ATaH NOILVOTIVA ‘ON TALLNIVTd 40 ALVa Uaaw 
IO LwWOd | TO SISVE LYnNOO yaodoar NOISION¢ 


suorsiagy quauaswwsddvay parousqy 
SIIOMSQY 


Jno’) suO3sN’) 
so1v1g pou) 242 JO suOTSTIIDq 








syMisoAp prouezue 
yI0X MON 


(gett “a'v'O) 
‘TR Ja WLOTPBAIOMIOD [VIL 


| ron ASWY *A “*S'N 


syn seAp peyod 
-uly uo ejqeAed sat} 
“TAP SUIOISNO AOZ MOTLB 
0} ‘IN9YJO suLOYsnD Aq 
poydde soy IJVy}O 
yons 10 OP tT Aq po 
*PIAIp ‘quouresteidde 
JO OMIT} 9B JOOTYO SUTOY 
“sna Aq = peulue}op 
sjunowe ut AJOATOp 
jo eoeid OF yuourdrys 
jo ooeid alo. eouBINS 
-UT pus UoT}ey.10dsuB1y 
JO $}s00 SSe_ ‘pury Jo 
SSBlD OUTBS JO syNIseAD 
JO sows lo ‘g'Q UT 
eptur ATjensn sostied 
-x9 [B1oues pus yyOId 
Surjueseider 
SSOT ‘quourssteidde 
JO OUl{} 4B JODO SUO} 
-snd AQ = polruLieyep 
sv quNOOsTp Yyseo %T 
sso] ‘seorid Suryypes *g* 


ONTBA soyV}g peywuy 


“OV 
‘OF TTT /69%1 


Ausduoy oh | 
pues pRoMMyD Bqio | 


¢ 


6161 
1% Wsnsny 
*f ‘UOSIB AY 


CLT/OLN 





Appeal to United States Court of Customs 
and Patent Appeals 


Apprat 79-30.— United States v. David E. Porter—Srats ror Rapip 
Transit Cars—FurniITURE—Parts or Raitt VEHICLES OR 
Cars—TSUS—Summary JupemeEnt. Appeal from C.D. 4808. 


In this case tranverse rapid transit seats used exclusively in San 
Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) rail vehicles were as- 
sessed at 10 percent ad valorem under item 727.55, Tariff Schedules 
of the United States, as other furniture. Plaintiff-appellee claimed 
that the merchandise was properly dutible at 5.5 percent under item 
690.40 as parts of rail vehicles or cars. The Customs Court held that 
the seats should be classified under item 690.40, supra. Plaintiff’s 
motion for summary judgment was granted, and defendant’s cross- 
motion for summary judgment was denied. 

It is claimed that the Customs Court erred in granting summary 
judgement to plaintiff and in not entering judgment for defendant 
dismissing the action, based upon plaintifl’s failure to meet its statu- 
tory burden as provided in 28 U.S.C. 2635; in not finding that the 
merchandise was classifiable under item 727.55 as other furniture; 
in finding and holding that the subject merchandise is properly classi- 
fiable under item 690.40. Tariff Schedules of the United States, as 
modified by T.D. 68-9, with a rate of duty of 5.5 percent ad valorem; 
in finding and holding that the subject merchandise is most specif- 
ically described under item 690.40; in finding that the furniture pro- 
vision is a residual provision; and in finding that there was no specific 
congressional intent to include the subject merchandise within the 
furniture headnote. 





International 
Trade Commission Notices 


Investigations by the U.S. International Trade Commission 
DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY 


The appended notices relating to investigations by the U.S. Inter- 
national Trade Commission are published for the information of 
Customs Officers and others concerned. 

R. E. Cuasen, 
Commissioner of Customs. 


[AA1921-206, AA1921-207, AA1921-208, and AA1921-209] 


Titanium Dioxide from Belgium, France, the United Kingdom, and 
the Federal Republic of Germany 


Notice of Investigations and Hearing 


Having received advice from the Department of the Treasury on 
August 7, 1979, that titanium dioxide (provided for in item 473.70 
of the Tariff Schedules of the United States (TSUS)) from Belgium, 
France, the United Kingdom, and the Federal Republic of Germany, 
with the exception of that sold by Bayer AG of the Federal Republic 
of Germany and ceramic grades of titanium dioxide sold by LaPorte 
Industries of the United Kingdom, is being, or is likely to be, sold at 
less than fair value, the U.S. International Trade Commission, on 
August 23, 1979, instituted investigations Nos. AA1921-—206, AA1921-— 
207, AA1921-208, and AA1921-209, under section 201(a) of the Anti- 
dumping Act, 1921, as amended (19 U.S.C. 160(a)), to determine 
whether an industry in the United States is being or is likely to be 
injured, or is prevented from being established, by reason of the 
importation of such merchandise into the United States. 

Public hearing.—A public hearing in connection with these investi- 
gations will be held on Thursday, September 27, 1979, in the Com- 
1 For purposes of the Department of the Treasury’s determination, ceramic grades of titanium dioxide are 


titanium dioxide pigments (provided for in TSUS item 473.70), having an average minimum primary 
particle size exceeding 8 microns in diameter. 


11 
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mission’s hearing room, U.S. International Trade Commission 
Building, 701 E Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20436, beginning at 
10 a.m., e.d.t. All interested persons will be afforded an opportunity to 
be present, to appear by counsel or in person, to provide information, 
and to be heard at such hearing. Requests to appear at the hearing 
should be received in writing in the office of the Secretary to the 
Commission, U.S. International Trade Commission, 701 E Street NW., 
Washington, D.C., not later than noon, Friday, September 21, 1979. 

Written statements.—Interested parties may submit statements in 
writing in lieu of, or in addition to, appearing at the public hearing. 
A signed original and 19 true copies of such statements should be sub- 
mitted. Requests for confidential treatment should be directed to the 
attention of the Secretary. Any business information which a submit- 
ter wishes the Commission to treat as confidential should be clearly 
marked ‘‘Confidential Business Data.”’ Submitters seeking confidential 
treatment must conform with the requirements of section 201.6 of the 
Commission’s ‘‘Rules of Practice and Procedure’ (19 CFR 201.6). 
Should a request for confidential treatment be denied, the submission 
will be returned to the submitting party. 

All written submissions, except for confidential business data, will 
be made available for inspection by interested persons. To assure that 
such statements are given due consideration by the Commission, such 
statements should be received not later than the close of business, 
Friday, October 5, 1979. 

By order of the Commission. 

Issued: August 24, 1979. 

Kenneth R. Mason, 
Secretary. 


[AA1921-210] 


Certain Marine Radar Systems From the United Kingdom 
Notice of Investigation and Hearing 


Having received advice from the Department of the Treasury on 
August 17, 1979, that certain marine radar systems (provided for in 
item 685.60 of the Tariff Schedules of the United States (TSUS)) 
from the United Kingdom are being, or are likely to be, sold at less 
than fair value, the U.S. International Trade Commission, on Au- 
gust 27, 1979, instituted investigation No. AA1921-210 under sec- 
tion 201(a) of the Antidumping Act, 1921, as amended (19 U.S.C. 
160(a)), to determine whether an industry in the United States is 
being or is likely to be injured, or is prevented from being established, 
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by reason of the importation of such merchandise into the United 
States. 

For purposes of the Treasury Department’s determination “certain 
marine radar systems” means X-band radar systems provided for in 
item 685.60, Tariff Schedules of the United States, designed principally 
for boat or ship installation with direct current power supply from 6 
to 60 volts, having a maximum viewable display dimension of less 
than 11 inches, and having an antenna assembly with transmitter- 
receiver permanently affixed, and parts thereof; all the foregoing, 
whether such radar system components are imported together as 
units or separately. 

Public hearing.—A public hearing in connection with this investi- 
gation will be held on Wednesday, October 10, 1979, in the Commis- 
sion’s hearing room, U.S. International Trade Commission Building, 
701 E Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20436, beginning at 10 a.m., 
e.d.t. All interested persons will be afforded an opportunity to be 
present, to appear by counsel or in person, to provide information, 
and to be heard at such hearing. Requests to appear at the hearing 
should be received in writing in the office of the Secretary to the 
Commission, U.S. International Trade Commission, 701 E Street NW., 
Washington, D.C., not later than noon, Friday, October 5, 1979. 

Written statements.—Interested parties may submit statements in 
writing in lieu of, or in addition to, appearing at the public hearing. A 
signed original and 19 true copies of such statements should be sub- 
mitted. Requests for confidential treatment should be directed to the 
attention of the Secretary. Any business information which a submitter 
wishes the Commission to treat as confidential should be clearly 
marked “Confidential Business Data.” Submitters seeking confidential 
treatment must conform with the requirements of section 201.6 of the 
Commission’s “Rules of Practice and Procedure” (19 CFR 201.6). 
Should a request for confidential treatment be denied, the submission 
will be returned to the submitting party. 

All written submissions, except for confidential business data, will 
be made available for inspection by interested persons. To assure that 
such statements are given due consideration by the Commission, such 
statements should be received not later than the close of business, 
Friday, October 19, 1979. 

By order of the Commission. 

Issued: August 28, 1979. 

KENNETH R, Mason, 
Secretary. 
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In the Matter of 
CERTAIN APPARATUS FOR THE 
Continuous PropvucTION OF 
Copper Rop 


Investigation No. 337-TA-52 


Extension of Deadline for Filing Reply Briefs 


On August 21, 1979, the Bell and Krupp respondents jointly moved 
to extend the deadline for filing reply briefs to briefs concerning excep- 
tions to the presiding officer’s recommended determination (Motion 
Docket No. 52-270). Motion Docket No. 52-270 is hereby granted. 
Accordingly, the schedule for filing written submissions in connection 
with Commission consideration of this investigation, issued August 17, 
1979, is hereby amended as follows: The deadline date for filing reply 
briefs to briefs concerning exceptions to the presiding officer’s recom- 
mended determination is extended from September 7, 1979 to Septem- 
ber 14, 1979. 

By order of the Commission. 

Issued: August 24, 1979. 

Kenneth R. Mason, 
Secretary. 


In the Matter of 
CrrTAIN Precision RESISTOR Investigation No. 337-TA-63/65 
CuIPs 


Notice to All Parties 


Notice is hereby given that a prehearing conference will be held in 
this case at 9 a.m., on September 6, 1979, and the hearing will com- 
mence at 9 a.m., on September 7, 1979, in room 610, in the Bicentennial 
Building, U.S. International Trade Commission, 600 E Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 

The Secretary shall publish this notice in the Federal Register. 

Issued: August 28, 1979. 

JANET D. Saxon, 
Administrative Law Judge. 


In the Matter of 
Certain Puastic-Moutpine Appa- ¢ Investigation No. 337-TA-66 
RATUS AND COMPONENTS THEREOF 


Order 


Pursuant to my authority as Chief Administrative Law Judge, and 
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for reasons consistent with proper judicial administration, I hereby 
reassign the Matter of Certain Plastic Molding-Apparatus and 
Components Thereof, No. 337-TA-66, to Judge Janet D. Saxon, who 
is designated the Presiding Officer in this matter. 

Issued: August 28, 1979. 


Donatp K. Duvat, 
Chief Administrative Law Judge. 


In the Matter of 
Certain Puastic-Motpina Ap- 
PARATUS AND CoMPONENTS 
‘THEREOF 


Investigation No. 337-TA-66 


Order 


Pursuant to my authority as Chief Administrative Law Judge, 
and for reasons consistent with proper judicial administration, I 
hereby reassign the Matter of Certain Plastic-Molding Apparatus 
and Components Thereof, No. 337-TA-66, to Judge Janet D. Saxon, 
who is designated the Presiding Officer in this matter. 

Issued: August 28, 1979. 

Donatp K. Duvatt, 
Chief Administrative Law Judge. 


In the Matter of 
Certain Precision REsISTOR Investigation No. 337-TA-63/ 
Cups 65 


Notice to All Parties 


Notice is hereby given that a prehearing conference will be held in 
this case at 1 p.m., on September 6, 1979, in room 610, in the Bicen- 
tennial Building, U.S. International Trade Commission, 600 E Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. The hearing will commence immeidately 
after the prehearing conference. 

The Secretary shall publish this notice in the Federal Register. 

Issued: August 30, 1979. 

JANET D. Saxon, 
Administrative Law Judge. 
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